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centralized, rigid answers while the many con-
sequences to come are ignored. Unfortu-
nately, once centralized government takes
charge, the real victim becomes personal lib-
erty.

What can be done? The first step Congress
should take is to stop all funding of research
for cloning and other controversial issues. Ob-
viously all research in a free society should be
done privately, thus preventing this type of
problem. If this policy were to be followed, in-
stead of less funding being available for re-
search, there would actually be more.

Second, the President should issue no Ex-
ecutive Order because under the Constitution
he does not have the authority either to pro-
mote or stop any particular research nor does
the Congress. And third, there should be no
sacrifice of life. Local law officials are respon-
sible for protecting life or should not partici-
pate in its destruction.

We should continue the ethical debate and
hope that the medical leaders would volun-
tarily do the self-policing that is required in a
moral society. Local laws, under the Constitu-
tion, could be written and the reasonable ones
could then set the standard for the rest of the
nation.

This problem regarding cloning and stem
cell research has been made much worse by
the federal government involved, both by the
pro and con forces in dealing with the federal
government’s involvement in embryonic re-
search. The problem may be that a moral so-
ciety does not exist, rather than a lack of fed-
eral laws or federal police. We need no more
federal mandates to deal with difficult issues
that for the most part were made worse by
previous government mandates.

If the problem is that our society lacks moral
standards and governments can’t impose
moral standards, hardly will this effort to write
more laws solve this perplexing and intriguing
question regarding the cloning of a human
being and stem cell research.

Neither option offered today regarding
cloning provides a satisfactory solution. Unfor-
tunately, the real issue is being ignored.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
support of H.R. 2172, the Cloning Prohibition
Act of 2001 and in opposition to H.R. 2505. I
believe that the Cloning Prohibition Act of
2001 is the best approach to ensure that we
will prohibit human cloning, while still maintain-
ing our commitment to valuable research that
will result in new treatments and therapies for
many diseases including diabetes and Parkin-
son’s Disease.

I am supporting the Cloning Prohibition Act
of 2001 because I believe it includes more
protections to ensure that humans are not
cloned. For instance, this bill requires that all
medical researchers must register with the
Secretary of Health and Human Services
(HHS) before they can conduct human so-
matic cells nuclear transfers. The HHS Sec-
retary would also be required to maintain a
database and additional information about all
somatic cell research projects. Second, this
bill requires that medical researchers must af-
firmatively attest that they are aware of the re-
strictions on such research and will adhere to
such restrictions. Third, this bill requires that
the HHS Secretary will maintain strict con-
fidentiality about such information so that the
public may only have access to such informa-

tion if the investigator conducting such re-
search provides written authorization for such
disclosure.

In addition, this measure would include two
explicit penalties for those who violate this leg-
islation. First, this bill would impose civil pen-
alties of up to $1 million or an amount equal
to any gain related to this violation for those
researchers who fails to register with the HHS
to conduct such research. Second, research-
ers would be subject to a criminal penalty of
ten years if they fail to comply with this act.
Third, this measure would subject such med-
ical researchers to forfeiture of property if they
violate this act.

I believe that the alternative legislation is
broadly written and will restrict the biomedical
research which we all support. As the rep-
resentative for the Texas Medical Center
where much of this biomedical research is
conducted, I believe we must proceed cau-
tiously to ensure that no promising therapies
are prohibited.

Under the alternative bill, H.R. 2505, there
would be a strict prohibition of all importation
of human embryos as well as any product de-
rived from cloned embryos. However, we al-
ready know that the human cloning research
is being conducted in England and that some
of this therapeutic cloning research may be
available to clinical trials with three years for
Parkinson’s patients. I believe that a strict pro-
hibition of importation to such therapies will
negative impact such patients and restrict ac-
cess to new treatments which will extend and
save lives This bill would not only ban repro-
ductive cloning but also any therapeutic
cloning for research or medical treatment. I
am also concerned that this measure would
make it more difficult to fund federal research
on stem cell research. As you know, the Na-
tional Institutes of Health has described stem
call research as having ‘‘enormous’’ medical
potential and we must proceed cautiously to
ensure that such stem cell research continues.

I want to be clear. I believe that Congress
can and should outlaw human cloning to cre-
ate a child. But a ban on human cloning does
not need to include a ban on nuclear transfer
research. This nuclear transfer research will
focus only on the study of embryonic develop-
ment and curing disease. We can prohibit the
transfer of such embryos to humans while still
allowing medical researchers to conduct valu-
able medical research. I urge the defeat of
H.R. 2505 and urge my colleague to support
the alternative legislation, H.R. 2172, the
Cloning Prohibition Act of 2001.

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
strong support of Dr. WELDON’s Human
Cloning Prohibition Act. Today scientific ad-
vances have unleashed a whole host of bio-
ethical issues that our society must face. Re-
cently we have faced controversy over med-
ical research on human subjects, as well as
whether we should destroy embryos for the
purpose of stem cell research. The questions
posed focus on how far we will allow science
to push the limits on tampering with human
lives. Personally whether it’s innocent African-
Americans at the Tuskegee Institute or unborn
human embryos, I do not think the govern-
ment should be allowed to risk lives.

The debate before us today, however, is
completely different in my mind. Those who
are for and against abortion, even for and

against embryonic stem cell research, have
joined together to say that we cannot clone
humans. In the words of esteemed columnist
Charles Krauthammer, the thought of cloning
humans—whether for research or reproductive
purposes—is ghoulish, dangerous, perverse,
nightmarsh. I do not think the language can be
strong enough. Eugenics is an abominable
practice. We do not have the right to create
life in order to destroy it. We do not have the
right to create life in order to tamper with
genes.

It does not take a fan of science-fiction to
imagine the scenarios that would ensue from
legalized cloning—headless humans used as
organ farms, malformed humans killed be-
cause they were viewed as an experiment not
a person, gene selection to create a supposed
inferior species to become slaves, societal val-
ues used to create a supposed superior spe-
cies. We do not have the right to play God.
We may have the technology to clone hu-
mans, but our sense of morality should pre-
vent us from doing it. We should not create
life for research purposes. We should not pick
and choose genes to make up humans.

I am sorry that our society has drifted so far
from our core values that we even have to de-
bate this. It is a sad day when Congress has
to enact legislation in order to prevent man
from manipulating human life.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I submit the fol-
lowing article for the RECORD.

[From the Washington Post, July 27, 2001]

(By Charles Krauthammer)

A NIGHTMARE OF A BILL

Hadn’t we all agreed—we supporters of
stem cell research—that it was morally okay
to destroy a tiny human embryo for its pos-
sibly curative stem cells because these em-
bryos from fertility clinics were going to be
discarded anyway? Hadn’t we also agreed
that human embryos should not be created
solely for the purpose of being dismembered
and then destroyed for the benefit of others?

Indeed, when Sen. Bill Frist made that
brilliant presentation on the floor of the
Senate supporting stem cell research, he in-
cluded among his conditions a total ban on
creating human embryos just to be stem cell
farms. Why, then, are so many stem cell sup-
porters in Congress lining up behind a sup-
posedly ‘‘anti-cloning bill’’ that would, in
fact, legalize the creation of cloned human
embryos solely for purposes of research and
destruction?

Sound surreal? It is.
There are two bills in Congress regarding

cloning. The Weldon bill bans the creation of
cloned human embryos for any purpose,
whether for growing them into cloned human
children or for using them for research or for
their parts and then destroying them.

The competing Greenwood ‘‘Cloning Prohi-
bition Act of 2001’’ prohibits only the cre-
ation of a cloned child. It protects and in-
deed codifies the creation of cloned human
embryos for industrial and research pur-
poses.

Under Greenwood, points out the distin-
guished bioethicist Leon Kass, ‘‘embryo pro-
duction is explicitly licensed and treated
like drug manufacture.’’ It becomes an in-
dustry, complete with industrial secrecy pro-
tections. Greenwood, he says correctly,
should really be called the ‘‘Human Embryo
Cloning Registration and Industry Facilita-
tion and Protection Act of 2001.’’

Greenwood is a nightmare and an abomina-
tion. First of all, once the industry of
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